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PREFACE 


This guideline has been prepared as an aid to Apollo Program personnel (NASA, Gov- 
ernment Agency, and Contractors) in the evaluation of a Supplier’ s Inspection Plan in 
accordance with the requirements of NPC 200-3, ’’Inspection System Provisions for 
Suppliers of Space Materials, Parts, Components, and Services. " This guideline will 
provide assurance that all of the required inspection system provisions are considered 
in the evaluation of a Supplier’s Inspection Plan. Comments and questions concerning 
this publication should be referred to the Apollo Program Office, Reliability and 
Quality Assurance, NASA, Washington, D.C. 20546. 



George A. Lemke, 
Director, Apollo 
Reliability and Quality 



INTRODUCTION 


The Inspection Plan is the documented description of the supplier's inspection 
system for implementing the quality provisions of the contract, and requires careful 
preparation to ensure accuracy and completeness. Likewise, the evaluation of the 
Plan by the reviewing agency is equally important in determining how well the inspec- 
tion system meets the contractual requirements. 

This checklist of questions has been prepared as an aid to the reviewer to 
effectively evaluate the Plan. It is based on NPC 200-3 and is arranged in a similar 
format to assure that the reviewer has considered all of the inspection system 
requirements. 

To make the evaluation a measurable quantity, a numerical rating system is 
included in this procedure. This means establishing a percentage figure to indicate 
a degree of coverage for each question in the checklist. Each question is to be con- 
sidered on its own merit with equal importance for all questions. It must be empha- 
sized that in establishing the percentage of coverage, only the content of the plan is 
to be considered in the evaluation. The reviewer should not consider other knowledge 
of the supplier's operation or the results of previous surveys or Plan submittals. 

The ratings to be used are as follows: 


Not covered 0% 

Unacceptable coverage 25% 

Poor coverage 50% 

Good 75% 

Excellent 100% 

Not Applicable NA 


The overall rating figure is obtained by a simple averaging of all of the appli- 
cable percentage figures. 

The space provided at the right of the rating column is to be used for remarks, 
such as indicating corrective action, or defining the nonconformance, or any pertinent 


ii 



comments regarding the specific question. For every question that does not rate 
100% compliance, there should be a notation in the remarks column to indicate the 
reason for the less than 100% rating. 

After completing the review, the reviewer should make a narrative summary 
of his observations based on the notations in the remarks column; include the numeri- 
cal rating, note outstanding nonconformances to contractual requirements, and con- 
clude with a recommendation for approval or disapproval of the Plan. In the case of 
disapproval, the quality areas that require corrective action or further negotiation 
with the supplier should be identified. 
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Relation to Reliability Requirements 

If a reliability plan is required, are the functional 

overlaps with this Inspection Plan defined. 
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3. 12 Do procedures require that incoming material is 
identified as to source and contract for which pro- 
cured and this identification is maintained in manu 
facturing records throughout the manufacturing 
process. 
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3. 74 Is responsibility for corrective action established. 
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